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Integral to many definitions of recreation are concepts of
internal locus of control and freedom of choice. Regimentation of
visitor behavior, a frequently used management tool, has been
considered antithetical to elements of the recreation experience.
How do recreationists actually perceive the impact of regulations
on their experience? A study of visitors to Glacier Park's 1984
bald eagle concentration indicates recreationists can perceive
restrictions as necessary and the effects of restrictions as
innocuous or even enhancing the experience. The results suggest
that effects of regulations are a function of the setting and the
visitor's perception of the benefits of such regimentation.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Problem

Definition

As society evolves, so too does leisure and recreation.
Technological growth and change have influenced every facet
of our lives, including the quantity and quality of leisure.
Today's recreationist is faced with a multitude of choices
concerning recreational opportunities, and must make
decisions based on varying degrees of information concerning
available opportunities.

The result of this array of

choices and information is manifest in diverse expectations
and preferences for recreational settings.

Visitors to a particular opportunity setting such as a
national park often seek a variety of outcomes, which lead
to a variety of experience expectations.

These experience

expectations are sometimes inappropriate, and can result in
visitor dissatisfaction (Stankey 1979a, Gleason 1980,
Manning and Ciali 1981).

One of the goals of recreation

management is provision of quality recreational
opportunities, and quality may be broadly defined as the
aggregate level of satisfaction a visitor experiences (Clark
and Stankey 1979).

Therefore, management has a vested

interest in the reduction of incongruity between experience
expectations and perceptions of the opportunity setting.

1
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This reduction can be accomplished either through
modification of experience expectations or manipulation of
the attributes that compose the opportunity setting.

Many federal agencies have mandates to manage resource
settings for recreation.

Perhaps the most difficult mandate

to accomplish was bestowed on the National Park Service in
1916:

"to conserve the scenery and the natural and historic

objects and the wild life therein and to provide for the
enjoyment of the same in such means as will leave them
unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations"
(National Park Service Act of 1916).

Interpretation of this

mandate would have proven a formidable task under the most
ideal circumstances.

Indeed, given the dynamic nature of

our society, management of opportunities under the National
Park Service's "preservation versus use" mandate has proven
to be controversial (McCool 1983a).

Because contemporary

interpretations of this organic act have placed preservation
of parks prerequisite to their use (Merriam 1972, Utley
1974), the National Park Service has adopted management
policies to insure the enduring integrity of the resources
it manages.

The result of these policies has been to define

the latitude of appropriate visitor behavior.
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A need for management arises when recreationists'
behavior has unacceptable consequences to the resource or to
other users (Peterson and Lime 1979).

In order to preserve

and protect park resources, management often controls or
modifies visitor behavior.

Modification of visitor behavior

can be accomplished through an array of management actions.
These management actions range from subtle or indirect
techniques, to more authoritarian or direct techniques (Lime
and Stankey 1971, Hendee et al.

1978, Lime 1979).

Indirect management emphasizes influencing visitor
behavior in a manner that allows the individual to perceive
a high degree of freedom of choice, while direct management
emphasizes regulation of behavior through the restriction of
individual choice.

For example, managers might desire to

curtail the proliferation of fire rings in a popular
national park backcountry.

This objective can be

accomplished through an indirect technique such as educating
visitors in basic ecological concepts, or through the direct
technique of prohibiting campfires.

The former strategy is

usually perceived by recreationists as being less intrusive
on their experience, and hence the preferred alternative
(Behan 1974).

However, direct visitor management, through

formalized rules and regulations and accompanied by
enforcement, is often perceived by managers as necessary for
the attainment of Park Service preservation objectives.
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Unfortunately, recreation and visitor regulation are
inherently contradictory (Lucas 1982).

While recreation is

a voluntary, pleasurable and rewarding activity based on
freedom of choice and internal locus of control (Levy 1978),
regulations are intended to circumvent undesirable behaviors
by directly prescribing the behaviors that are or are not
allowed (Peterson and Lime 1979).

Through the use of

external direction, regulations are intended to reduce
diversity and self-direction to a level that conforms with a
uniform definition of appropriate recreation behavior
described by management (Lucas 1983).

Thus, the technique used to control visitor behavior
should be evaluated with an understanding of the objectives
of the recreational visitor as well as the objectives of
management.

The degree of directness of intervention into

the recreationist 1 s freedom of choice needs to be considered
in light of the effect on recreational enjoyment (Peterson
and Lime 1979).

Problem Statement

Visitors to recreational settings form expectations of
their anticipated experience based on varying levels of
knowledge concerning the opportunity setting.

Experience

expectations are driven by the desire to realize certain
social-psychological outcomes.

The degree to which these
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desires are satisfied is a function of the visitors'
perception of the opportunity setting and several
intervening variables (Driver and Brown 1975).

For

instance, a person might desire to escape the pressures of
everyday life and, based on previous experience, decide to
visit Glacier National Park for the day.

Thus, expectations

for a tranquil, introspective experience might accompany the
recreationist to the park.

However, the visitor's

perceptions of the attributes composing the setting
(encounters, noise, etc.) might or might not lend themselves
to fulfillment of the desired social-psychological outcome:
an escape from pressure.

Of the thousands of recreationists who visit Glacier
National Park each fall, many come to view bald eagles that
stop in the park during their migration to southern
wintering areas.

The eagles concentrate in Glacier to feed

on spawning kokanee salmon in McDonald Creek (McClelland et
al. 1982).

In 1981, a record 639 bald eagles were observed

during a single count in the McDonald Creek area;

571 were

counted at the peak of the 1984 concentration.
Understandably, the concentration has become an important
event to visitors because it offers an unique opportunity to
view bald eagles (Wheeler 1982).

In addition to managing

opportunities to view eagles, park managers also have a
legislated responsibility to protect the eagles from
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unnecessary disturbance during their stay (Endangered
Species Act of 1973).

In order to accomplish this

objective, managers have implemented several actions.

These

actions include prohibitions against entry along McDonald
Creek, restrictions on automobile movement and parking, and
interpretation of the bald eagle migration (National Park
Service 1983).

However, many of these management actions might not
satisfy the varied expectations of the visitors to the park.
In fact, management techniques such as regulation and
regimentation of visitor behavior are antithetical to many
of the fundamental elements of the recreational experience.
The problem is that there is a lack of empirical knowledge
concerning visitors' perceptions of restrictions, and the
affect of these perceptions on the realization of desired
social-psychological outcomes.

How do visitors to Glacier's

bald eagle concentcatipn perceive
Of their behaviar?

park's regimentation

D& these perceptions affect visitors'

experiences?

Objectives

The objectives of this study were to:
1. Identify the social-psychological outcomes desired by
visitors to Glacier Park's bald eagle concentration.
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Determine the level of knowledge visitors have about the
bald eagle concentration and management restrictions.
Determine visitor perceptions (cognitive and affective)
of management restrictions.
Determine visitor perceptions (affective) of the effect
of these restrictions on their experience.

CHAPTER 2
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND LITERATURE REVIEW

Overview

Recreationists engage in activities in specific
settings to realize desired social-psychological outcomes
(Driver and Brown 1978, Clark and Stankey 1979, Brown and
Ross 1982).

The decision process, how individuals choose an

activity and setting, is a function of many factors.

These

factors can be categorized as being either motivational
factors, often referred to as "needs" or "desires", or
intervening factors such as cost, distance, access, or
knowledge (Knopp and Leatherberry 1982).

Motivational factors that influence recreation choice
behavior are many and varied.

Visitors to a recreational

setting often have a variety of expectations about different
dimensions of their experience.

For example, a visitor

might wish to escape the pressures of everyday life, take
time to appreciate a natural setting, seek solitude, and
perhaps do something creative such as photography.
Understanding these expectations or desired socialpsychological outcomes is an important component of the
recreation manager's job because they suggest what setting
characteristics lead to feelings of satisfaction or
dissatisfaction (Driver and Brown 1978).

8

If, for example,
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one knows that solitude is an important and appropriate
expected outcome, then management can be directed at
minimizing visitor encounters.

Driver (1977) identified nineteen social-psychological
outcome domains that typify the range of recreation
behaviors.

Each domain has one or more scales that identify

and quantify the relative importance of different outcomes
that are desired and expected from recreation participation.
Each scale measures a sub-dimension of a particular domain,
and is closely associated with other scales composing the
domain.

The scales were developed by Driver based on 25
empirical studies of more than 16,000 recreationists.

The

scales are used extensively in recreation research to
evaluate the link between recreationists 1 motives and the
behavior/environment they choose (Schreyer et al. 1985).
For example, Ballman (1980), Hass et al. (1980) and
McLaughlin et al. (1980) used Driver's outcome domains to
study the motivations of winter recreationists.

Two outcome domains are of particular relevance to this
study, the "Relationships with Nature" domain and the
"Leadership/Autonomy" domain.

When asked to rate the

relative importance of the scale items, visitors who desire
to learn about nature are expected to score high on the
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scale items in the Learning About Nature sub-dimension of
the "Relationship with Nature" domain;

while those who

desire a high degree of individual choice concerning their
experience are expected to score high on the items in the
Independence/Autonomy sub-dimension of the "Leadership/
Autonomy" domain.

Although Driver's Item Pool can be useful, it must be
realized that it is a highly reductionist model.

It assumes

very rational behavior on the part of the visitor in
understanding the underlying motivational factors involved
in recreation participation.

It also assumes that visitors

can and will identify, rate, and indicate their motivations.
Schreyer et al. (1985) caution that motive scales might tend
to measure learned patterns of response rather than
expectations.

Knowledge, an intervening factor, can vary across many
levels.

The knowledge a recreationist has about an

opportunity might be a function of awareness of the
existence of the opportunity, the level of information
concerning the opportunity (Lucas 1981, Krumpe and Brown
1982), or past experiences that utilized the opportunity
(Schreyer 1982, Schreyer and Lime 1984, Schreyer et al.
1984).
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Faced with an array of available recreation
opportunities, recreationists must choose from among
possible alternatives.

The process that recreationists

utilize to select an opportunity in which to participate can
be conceptualized as a constraint driven, conditional,
sequential elimination by attributes model (Krumpe and
McLaughlin 1982).

Attributes are defined as the perceived

characteristics or qualities that something is believed to
possess.

Krumpe and McLaughlin view attributes as either

constraining or facilitating choice.

Constraining attributes have a minimum threshold level
for acceptance, below which rejection of the alternative
occurs.
cost.

Constraining attributes might be distance, time or
Facilitating attributes are those that the decision

maker seeks to maximize because of their net positive
contribution to the chosen experience.

Beautiful scenery or

solitude might be viewed as facilitating an experience,
leading to a preference for the alternative that maximizes
the facilitating attribute.

Regimentation of behavior is an attribute of the
setting (Clark and Stankey 1979) and can be an attribute
affecting recreation choice.

Regulations can be perceived

as being either constraining or facilitating in nature,
dependent on the recreationist 1 s desire for outcomes
(Gleason 1980).

For example, a recreationist who desires to
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maintain a high degree of control or independence, might
perceive the level of regimentation as being too high within
a certain opportunity, thus eliminating that alternative
(Behan 1974, Gleason 1980).

Conversely, a recreationist who

desires to view bald eagles might perceive high levels of
regimentation as enhancing the probability of realizing the .
desired outcome.

When recreationists choose an activity and setting,
experience expectations are formulated and goal directed
behaviors adopted.

These expectations and behaviors are

driven by the recreationists' desire to realize various
outcomes (Schreyer et al. 1985).

Due to the multiplicity of

outcomes, expectations and behaviors can differ in type and
intensity within an activity or setting, or across
recreationists or time (Schreyer and Roggenbuck 1978).
Included in this myriad of expectations is an expectation of
a certain level of social control which will define
appropriate behavior (Lee 1972).

The particular opportunity setting a recreationist
chooses might or might not be conducive to the satisfactory
realization of desired outcomes.

Opportunity settings are

composed of attributes which can be perceived as being
advantageous or deleterious to goal directed behavior.

This

is largely a function of the saliency of the outcome that
the attribute affects.

For example, McCool (1983b) found
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that the number of other recreationists a visitor encounters
can affect that visitor's experience, depending on the
saliency of solitude for that individual at that particular
time and place.

If a recreationist perceives goal

interference, a number of coping strategies can come into
play.

These might include resignation to the situation and

alteration of the goal or its relative importance, cognitive
dissonance, or visitor succession (Stankey 1979a, Gleason
1980, Manning and Ciali 1981).

Another consequence of

perceptions of goal interference can be dissatisfaction.

Direct management techniques, such as rules,
regulations and enforcement, might or might not be perceived
as goal interference and a source of dissatisfaction.
Hardin (1968) postulates that infringement of freedoms of a
minority may be necessary and acceptable if it insures
freedoms for the majority and averts a "tragedy of the
commons".

Often there are several types of benefits

associated with regulations, and elimination of some
freedoms can create other, perhaps more valuable freedoms
(Lucas 1983).

For instance, regulations can remove certain

undesirable behaviors which might interfere with others'
freedom to enjoy an area.
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Whether or not recreationists accept rules, regulations
and enforcement is a function of their perceptions and the
saliency of the outcome the regimentation effects.

Stankey

(1979b) found 82% of the visitors to two southern California
wildernesses felt that use rationing was needed.

Supporters

of rationing endorsed .the program largely because they
perceived that it would protect the wilderness and quality
of their experience.

Thus, recreationists can perceive

regimentation as necessary for the attainment of their
goals, or the attainment of other goals they support.
Knowledge of the rationale for regulations and the benefits
to be derived from them appear to be integral to acceptance.

Beyond perceiving restrictions as necessary,
recreationists often possess preferences for the type of
restrictions instituted (McCool and Utter 1981).
Understanding visitor perceptions and preferences can
indicate which management techniques will be received
favorably by users, and thus be effective in achieving
management objectives (Brown 1977).

Research Hypotheses
In an effort to portray the interrelationships between
the varied concepts discussed thus far, I offer the
following model of regimentation of behavior (Figure 1).
The model begins with the premise that choice of an
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Figure 1.

Regimentation of Behavior Model.

Desires for Outcomes:
-Relationship with Nature
-Leadershi p/Autonomy

Knowledge:
-Level of Information
-Past Experience

Choice of Opportunity

I
Experience Expectations

iI }
Goal Directed Behaviors

$
Behaviors Possible
Regimentation
Behaviors Defined by Mgmt.

I
Awareness of Rotation < } -

No

Yes

V
Perceptions:
-Necessity
-Effect on Experience
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opportunity setting is based on visitor "needs" or desires
for outcomes and intervening variables such as the level of
knowledge the visitor possesses about opportunities
(awareness, information, past experiences, etc.).

Following

choice, experience expectations are formulated and goal
directed behaviors adopted.

These behaviors vary in type

and intensity dependent on desired outcomes and knowledge.

It is assumed that the range of possible behaviors a
recreationist can exhibit might be larger than the range of
behaviors defined by management as appropriate.

This

regimentation or "funnelling" restricts or alters certain
behaviors.

The consequences of regimentation include some

level of awareness concerning the regimentation.

This level

of awareness will be largely a function of either the
regimentation affecting goal directed behaviors
(interference or facilitation) and/or information gathered
by the recreationist.

For example, a recreationist might

not be allowed to view eagles wherever he/she desires
(interference), or view many eagles due to minimal
disturbance (facilitation), or read a brochure that details
restrictions (information) and thus become aware of
regimentation.
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If a recreationist is aware of regimentation,
perceptions of the regimentation will form.
perceptions will be of many types.

These

For instance, the

recreationist will have (1) perceptions concerning the
necessity of regimentation, and (2) perceptions of the
effect of regimentation on their experience.

It is

hypothesized that visitors' perceptions of regimentation
during Glacier Park's bald eagle concentration will be
dependent on (1) the outcomes they perceive they wish to
realize and (2) the level of information they perceive they
have concerning regimentation.

Based on this model, seven hypotheses were formulated
with regard to the management restrictions which Glacier
Park institutes during the bald eagle concentration.

HI is

based on the assumption that visitors with knowledge of a
particular opportunity setting will utilize the opportunity
only if it does not cause a significant negative impact on
their experience.

H2 through H7 are paired hypotheses which

assume that perceptions of the necessity of regimentation
might be independent from the effect of these perceptions on
experiences.

More specifically, H2 and H3 test the effect

of perceptions of adequate information.

H4 and H5 test the

effect of perceptions if the "Relationships with Nature"
domain is salient, while H6 and H7 test the effect of
perceptions if the "Leadership/Autonomy" domain is salient.
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Hypothesis 1 - Visitors with higher levels of knowledge
(i.e., previous experience, information, etc.) of the
opportunity setting in Glacier Park during the bald eagle
concentration will be less likely to perceive management
restrictions as detracting from their experience.

Hypothesis 2. ~ Visitors to the park who perceive that
they have adequate information concerning where and why
restrictions exist during the eagle concentration will be
more likely to perceive management restrictions as
necessary.

Hypothesis 3. ~ Visitors to the park who perceive that
they have adequate information concerning where and why
restrictions exist during the eagle concentration will be
less likely to perceive management restrictions as
detracting from their experience.

Hypothesis 4. - Visitors who desire to realize outcomes
in the "Relationships with Nature" domain will be more
likely to perceive management restrictions as necessary.

Hypothesis 5.

-

Visitors who desire to realize outcomes

in the "Relationships with Nature" domain will be less
likely to perceive management restrictions as detracting
from their experience.
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Hypothesis £. - Visitors who desire to realize outcomes
in the "Leadership/Autonomy" domain will be less likely to
perceive management restrictions as necessary.

Hypothesis 2 ~ Visitors who desire to realize outcomes
in the "Leadership/Autonomy" domain will be more likely to
perceive management restrictions as detracting from their
experience.

CHAPTER 3
METHODS
Study Area

Glacier National Park, located in northwestern Montana,
is bisected by the Continental Divide and bounded on the
north by the international boundary between Canada and the
United States.

The bald eagle concentration generally

occurs from September through late December (McClelland et
al. 1982) along the lower portion of McDonald Creek, which
is located in the westcentral portion of the park near the
west entrance.

Visitors to the park may view eagles from

Lake McDonald, along McDonald Creek at Apgar Bridge, or from
an observation blind on the creek bank.

The blind is about

0.5 km from the bridge, and is accessible to visitors only
during trips conducted by naturalists.

Population

The population sampled consisted of visitors (age 16
and over) to Glacier Park's 1984 fall bald eagle
concentration.

20
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Sampling

system

The sampling objective was to arrive at a sample which
was representative of the type of visitors present during
the bald eagle concentration.

To achieve this objective,

sample days during the concentration, as well as time
periods within these sample days, were randomly selected.
To select sample days, it was first assumed that most of the
eagle concentration, and hence eagle viewing, would occur in
the seven weeks between October 7 and November 24 (49 days).
Because of certain logistical and financial constraints, it
was decided that sampling be done during seven, three day
periods (21 days).

A random number table was used to select

seven numbers between 1 and 49, which corresponded to the 49
days of the concentration to be sampled.

These seven

numbers (days) represented the middle days of the seven
three day periods.

The seven sampling periods were then

evaluated to insure that there was at least one and not more
than ten days between periods and that they were
representative of the number of weekend days (14) and
weekdays (35) (approximately 15 sampling days should occur
on weekdays and 6 on weekends).

To select time periods within sample days, it was
assumed the majority of the viewing would occur in the
twelve hour period between 6 a.m. and 6 p.m..

Again,

because of logistical and financial constraints, it was
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decided that sampling on each selected day would be done
during one of three four-hour time periods.

A systematic

random sampling approach was used to assign the 21 time
periods to the 21 sample days (one time period per day).

During the sample period, visitors were approached as
they walked back to the Apgar parking area after viewing
bald eagles.

They were informed of the study's purpose and

asked to cooperate.

Those visitors who agreed to

participate were asked for their name and address.
International visitors, who were principally from Canada,
were not sampled because (1) provision of return-postage for
the questionnaire mailing was difficult to secure and (2)
the number of international visitors initially sampled was
insignificant.

Very little information (Appendix A) was

gathered at this contact in order to minimize disruption of
the visitor's experience.

Because of the excellent cooperation and large number
of visitors contacted, it was unnecessary to sample during
the last three day period.

Thus, the sampling occurred

during six three-day periods for a total of eighteen days
(Table 1).

Sampling began at nearly the start of the 1984

concentration and continued to a point in the season when
there were approximately 487 bald eagles counted.
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Tabic 1.

Sampling Schedule, Glacier Park Visitor Survey, 1984.

Sample
Period
Date

Time of Week
Weekday
Weekend

1

10/7

2

10/8

X

3

10/9

X

4

10/15

X

5

10/16

X

6

10/17

X

7

10/23

X

8

10/24

X

9

10/25

X

10

10/27

X

11

10/28

X

12

10/29

X

13

11/2

X

14

11/3

X

15

11/4

X

16

11/7

X

17

11/8

X

18

11/9

_X

Totals

Time of Day
10 am6 am2 pm
10 am

X

5

2 pm6 pm

Estimated
Number o1
Visitors

X

390
35

X

90

X
X

40

X

63

X
X

10

X

127
40

X

24

X
X

38
86

X

263

X
X

88
25

X

124

_X
6

73
78

X

X

13

118

6

6

1712
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Approximately 30% of the number of visitors estimated
to be present during any given period were randomly selected
to receive questionnaires.

For example, if during a four

hour period, 100 visitors were estimated to be viewing
eagles and 50 were contacted, 30 of the 50 visitors were
randomly selected to receive questionnaires.

Thus,

approximately 30% of the total estimated visitation (1,712
visitors during the 18 four-hour periods), or 518 people
were sent questionnaires.

The questionnaires were accompanied by a postage-paid
return envelope and a cover letter (Appendix B) explaining
the importance of visitor participation in the study
(Dillman 1978).

The mailings were sent in two groups, on

November 1st and 15th.

One week following each mailing, on

November 8th and 21st, a reminder postcard (Appendix C) was
sent to those who had not responded.

If necessary, a second

mailing with a questionnaire, return envelope and cover
letter (Appendix D), was mailed to non-respondents on
November 21st and December 6th.

Research Instrument

The Glacier Visitor Survey was a mail return
questionnaire consisting of 25 questions (Appendix E).

The

questionnaire was designed to solicit visitor information
concerning seven areas of interest:
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1. social-demographics
2. general visitation information
3. desired social-psychological outcomes and
satisfaction
4. perceptions of eagle viewing, and eagle interpretive
and research programs
5. knowledge about bald eagle behavior and ecology
6. perceptions of crowds, vehicles and noise
7. knowledge and perceptions of management restrictions

Independent variables were measured through a variety
of techniques.

The level of knowledge a visitor possessed

about the setting was determined by asking respondents:

(1)

if this was their first visit to Glacier, (2) the number of
times they had visited, (3) if they were aware of the eagle
concentration prior to their arrival, (4) if they were aware
of the park's ongoing eagle research program, and (5) if
they encountered park naturalists or accompanied a
naturalist to the observation blind.

Additionally, the

survey contained a seven question true or false type test to
measure visitor knowledge about bald eagle behavior and
ecology.

Visitors were asked if they were aware of the
restrictions the park implements during the eagle
concentration.

Respondents who were aware were then asked

if they felt there was adequate information available
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concerning "where" and "why" the closures existed.

Driver's (1977) scales were used to measure outcome
domains.

The Glacier Park Visitor Survey asked respondents

to recall how important each of 19 "reasons" were for their
visit to the eagle concentration (Question 10 in the
Questionnaire).

These 19 "reasons" were items composing 14

scales (sub-dimensions) in 7 outcome domains.

Scales

thought to be more relevant to the study were represented by
two or three items.

Perceptions of the necessity of restrictions, a
dependent variable, was measured at the nominal level by
asking respondents if they felt closures were necessary, or
if they felt they were not or were unsure.

Visitors were

also asked to express their feelings as to why they felt as
they did about the necessity of restrictions.

The effect of restrictions or closures on visitor
experiences was measured at the ordinal level.

Visitors

were asked to indicate, on a 5-point scale, if they felt
restrictions added to or detracted from their experience.
Additionally, to determine overall feeling about closures to
protect bald eagles, visitors were asked to indicate one
statement, in a hierarchical list of statements, which most
nearly matched their own personal feeling.
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Sample Response

A total of 996 visitors were initially contacted.

The

cooperation of visitors was excellent, with less than 4% of
the contacted visitors preferring not to be sampled.

Of the

518 questionnaires mailed to visitors, 471 (91%) were
returned.

This excellent response rate may perhaps be

attributed to a highly motivated population, personal
contact and repeated follow-ups, and the general nature of
the questionnaire.

Because of the response rate any

non-response bias would be insignificant.

Data Analysis Procedures

Data analysis was done on the University of Montana's
DEC-20 computer.

Two statistical packages were used, SPSSx

(SPSS 1983) and BMDP (Dixon 1981).

For purposes of

discussion in the next chapter, a significance level of .05
or less was considered good support for a hypothesis.

CHAPTER 4
RESULTS
Overview

Visitors to the bald eagle concentration ranged in age
from 16 (the minimum age sampled) to 81, with a median age
of 34 years.

Males and females visited in equal

proportions.

Twenty-five percent of the visitors sampled live
outside Montana and appear to come from many states.
Approximately 23% of the visitors live in cities with a
population over 50,000 (Table 2).

On weekends and as the

concentration progressed the proportion of Montana residents
increased in relation to out-of-state visitors.

Table 2.

Size of Area of Residence, in Percent.
Percent

large city (over 1 million people)

4.5

medium city (50,000 to 1 million people)

18.3

small city (5,000 to 50,000 people)

42.7

town (1,000 to 5,000 people)

16.7

rural

13.2

farm or ranch

4.6

28
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Visitors' level of formal education was quite high,
with almost 80% possessing some college education, 50%
having completed four years of college and 30% having done
at least some graduate work.

With such high levels of

education, it is understandable that one-third of the
visitors worked at occupations that were categorized as
being professional or technical, and 10% were students.
Housepersons constituted 11% of the visitors.

Retired

persons and managers or administrators each comprised 8%.

Approximately half of the visitation occurred on
weekends and half on weekdays.

Visitation tended to peak

later in the day on weekend days.

The amount of knowledge or experience visitors'
possessed about the setting varied across a wide spectrum.
For example, 18% of the visitors were making their first
visit to Glacier, while 32% had visited the park eight or
more times (Table 3).

Only 10% of the visitors were unaware

of the bald eagle concentration before their arrival in the
park.

When visitors were asked about Glacier's ongoing

eagle research program, 46% were unaware that such a program
existed.

Approximately 87% of the visitors encountered

naturalists during their trip, and 16% accompanied
naturalists to the observation blind.
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Table 3.

Number of Previous Visits, in Percent.
Percent

none

18.0

one to three visits

20.2

four to seven visits

20.6
9.2

eight to twelve visits

32.0

over twelve visits

How much do visitors' know about eagle biology and
ecology?

Visitors' ability to answer the questions on the

eagle knowledge test was impressive:

almost 37% of visitors

answered all seven questions correctly (Tables 4 and 5).

To what extent are visitors aware of restrictions on
their behavior?

Eighty-eight percent of the visitors said

they were aware of restrictions.

Beyond this initial

awareness, visitors also had some opinions about the
adequacy of the information they received about the
closures.

Visitors were asked if they believed there was

adequate information about "where" and "why" these closures
existed.

Seventy-six percent of the visitors perceive there
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Table 4.

Bald Eagle Knowledge Test Results, in Percent.
Test Questions
(* denotes correct answer)

Basically
True

Basically
False

91.9*

3.7

Not
Sure

1.

Bald eagles are an endangered species.

2.

Bald eagles concentrate in Glacier
throughout the year.

4.6

82.2*

Bald eagles concentrate in Glacier
because of the abundance of salmon.

95.8*

1.3

2.9

Bald eagles generally arrive in Glacier
from the north.

72.3*

4.0

23.7

Bald eagles generally travel north
after leaving Glacier.

3.8

69.5*

26.7

Golden eagles are as numerous as bald
eagles during the eagle concentration.

1.3

63.3*

35.4

67.8*

12.3

19.9

3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

The salmon in McDonald Creek were
introduced by man and are not native
to Glacier.

Table 5-

Frequency Distribution of Eagle Knowledge Test Results.
Number of Questions Correct

Percent of Sample

0

0.0

1

2.2

2

4.0

3

8.1

4

11.4

5

18.4

6

19.3

7

36.5.

4.4
13.2
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is adequate information concerning "where," and 71% perceive
there is adequate information concerning "why" (Table 6).
Thus, there seems to be some success in conveying the
location of and rationale for the restrictions.

Table

6.

Levels of Awareness of Management Restrictions, in Percent.
Percent

A.

B.

C.

Were you aware of the restrictions?
yes

87.9

no

12.1

Do you feel there is adequate information
concerning where these closures exist?
(for those aware)
yes

86.5

no

13.5

Do you feel there is adequate information
concerning why these closures exist?
(for those aware)
yes

80.6

no

19:4
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What are the expectations of visitors to the eagle
concentration?

Table 7 lists the 11 scales used to assess

expectations (Driver 1977), and the respective items used to
measure each.

In order to test whether the multiple item

scales measured the same sub-dimension, cluster analysis of
variables (Dixon 1981) was performed, and the items that
were thought to measure the same scale did indeed cluster
together.

Cronbach's alphas are included for the

multiple-item scales to indicate their reliability.

The

Cronbach's alpha coefficients are well above the minimally
acceptable figure of .65, indicating that the scales are
very reliable measures of the expected outcomes.

The importance of outcomes measured by two or more
items were formulated by averaging a visitor's ratings on
the items composing the scale.

For purposes of display, the

results were rounded to the nearest importance rating
(Figure 2).

The circles show the percentage of visitors

expressing a certain degree of importance on a scale.

The

lines between circles were added to connect the scale
ratings and aid in contrasting different scales.

In the

following discussion, it should be remembered that visitors
seek more than one outcome.

Page 34
Table 7.

Items Composing the Experience Expectation Scales.

Scale

Cronbach's alpha

Scale A:

General Nature Experience

.83

- to be in a natural setting
- to enjoy the smells and sounds of nature
Scale B:

Learn About Nature

.85

- to understand the natural world better
- to learn about nature
Scale C:

Privacy

.85

- to get away from other people
- for the solitude
Scale D:

Escape Pressures

.84

- so my mind could move at a slower pace
- to get away from the responsibilities of my everyday
life for a while
- to help reduce or release some built-up tensions
Scale E:

Independence/Autonomy

- for a chance to be on my own
- to give me a chance to think for myself
- to be at a place where I can make my own decisions
Scale F:

Scenery*

- to observe the scenic beauty
Scale G:

Tranquility*

- to experience the tranquility here
Scale H:

Being with Friends*

- so I could do things with my companions
Scale I:

Being with Similar People*

- to be with others who enjoy the same things I do
Scale J:

Creativity*

- so I could do something creative such as sketch, take
photographs, etc.
Scale K:

Meeting-Observing New People*

- to be with and observe other people using the area
* Cronbach's alpha not computed for single item scales

.88

Page 35
Figure 2.

Percent of Visitors by Rated Importance of Experience
Expectation Scales.
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Figures.

Percent of Visitors by Rated Importance of Experience
Expectation Scales (Continued).
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Figures 2 and 3 show that the majority of visitors come
to Glacier's eagle concentration for the opportunity to
interact with the natural setting and experience the
benefits a natural setting may provide.

The opportunity to

observe scenic beauty was the most important reason for
visiting (scale F), with 88% of the sample rating it very or
extremely important.

Many visitors also expressed reasons

involving the natural setting Glacier offers (scale A), the
tranquility it affords (scale G), and the outstanding
opportunities to learn about nature (scale B).

Conversely, many visitors did not attach importance to
opportunities for meeting and/or observing other people
(scale K), with 77% rating it not at all or slightly
important.

Independence/autonomy reasons (scale E) also

received low importance ratings.

Among these extremes are scales that have nearly
equivalent percentages of visitors across the importance
ratings.

The privacy scale (scale C) and the escape

pressures scale (scale D) represent expectations with nearly
equal percentages of visitors (approximately 17%) expressing
each of the varying levels of importance.

Being with

friends or similar people (scales H and I) and the
opportunity to do something creative (scale J) also
represent reasons that visitors disagree on in terms of
importance.
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Overall, it appears that visitors to the eagle
concentration possess fairly accurate expectations in terms
of the setting and are coming to Glacier to realize outcomes
that the setting can provide.

Visitors attach a high

importance to reasons involving the naturalness of the
setting and learning about nature.

Visitors also do not

expect to maintain a high degree of internal control over
their behavior.

Do visitors perceive area closures as necessary?
Almost 90% of visitors who have an awareness of restrictions
perceive them as necessary, and less than 3% feel they are
not (Table 8).

Table 8.

Perceptions of the Necessity of Management Restrictions,
in Percent.

Percent
In your opinion, are these closures necessary?
yes

89.8

no

2.7

unsure

7.5
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Visitors who were aware of restrictions were asked to
express their feelings about why they felt as they did about
the necessity of restrictions.

Fifty-two percent of the

visitors felt the restrictions minimized disturbance of the
eagles and/or controlled abusive visitor behavior, 44% felt
the restrictions were good for and/or protected eagles, and
11% cited habitat or environmental protection.

Ten percent

said restrictions were necessary because eagle/wildlife
"rights" were more important than viewer "rights," 6% felt
restrictions protected the naturalness/beauty of the
concentration, 5% felt restrictions were necessary for the
safety of visitors, and 5% because of the numbers of
visitors.
I

Of the 41 visitors who felt the restrictions were
unnecessary or were unsure, 41% felt there were too many
restrictions.

Twenty-eight percent questioned the rationale

for the restrictions, 24% questioned the impact caused by
visitors, 21% were dissatisfied with current viewing
opportunities, and 10% do not believe the restrictions were
equally applied to all visitors.

How do restrictions affect visitors' experiences?

Of

the visitors who were aware of the restrictions, 56% felt
the restrictions had no significant affect on their
experience (Table 9).

Almost 32% felt restrictions

facilitated their experience, and only 12% felt restrictions

Page 40
detracted from their experience.

The effect of the closures

on visitor experiences was generally positive.

Table

9.

Effect of Management Restrictions on Visitor Experiences for
Respondents Aware of Restrictions, in Percent.

Restrictions:

Percent

greatly added to my experience

18.5

somewhat added to my experience

14.0

did not add to nor detract from my experience

55.6

somewhat detracted from my experience

9.9

greatly detracted from my experience

2.0

What are the visitors' personal feelings about closures
to protect bald eagles?

Results indicate that visitors

overwhelmingly support closures that minimize negative
impact on eagles.

Only about 4% of visitors perceive the

opportunity to view eagles as paramount to eagle protection
(Table 10).
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Table 10 .

Personal Feelings of Visitors About Management Restrictions
for Respondents Aware of Restrictions, in Percent.
Percent

It is absolutely necessary that all areas used by bald
eagles be closed to visitors.

5.3

Generally, it would be preferable to close areas where
the presence of visitors would negatively impact
bald eagles.

83.9

It is hard to decide whether areas should be closed
or not.

6.4

Generally, it would be preferable if visitors were
allowed to view bald eagles wherever they wish.

3.3

It is absolutely necessary that visitors be allowed
to view bald eagles wherever they wish.

1.1

TeStS &£ Study Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1 - Visitors with higher levels of knowledge
of the opportunity setting in Glacier Park during the bald
eagle concentration (i.e., previous experience, information,
etc.) will be less likely to perceive management
restrictions as detracting from their experience.

To test this hypothesis, seven independent
knowledge/experience variables were used to assess their
associations with the dependent variable, the effect of
management restrictions.

Six lended support (Table 11).
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Table 11.

Associations of Knowledge/Experience Variables and
Perceptions of the Effect of Management Restrictions.

A. Mann-Whitney Tests on Perceptions of Effect:
n^

mean rank

U.

1-tail prob.

84
364
448

243.63
220.09

13,681.0

.0536

46
400
446

260.53
219.24

7,496.5

.0138

212
236
448

239.70
210.85

21,793.5

.0059

58
393
451

254.16
221.84

9,764.0

.0296

379
_n
450

230.77
197.38

11,458.0

.0168

90
139
229

109.59
118.50

5,768.0

.1403

First visit to Glacier?
yes
no

Prior awareness of concentration?
no
yes
Aware of research?
no
yes
Encounter a naturalist?
no
yes
Go to observation blind?
no
yes
Number of previous visits?
1 to 3
over 12

B.

Spearman's rho Correlations and Significance Levels:

Effect of restrictions

Bald eagle
test score

Number of
previous visits

-.075
(.070)
n = 386

.151
(.003)
n = 324
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A Mann-Whitney Test was used to contrast the nominal
level independent variables against the ordinal level
dependent variable.

Results indicate that visitors who were

not making their first trip to the park were less likely to
perceive restrictions as detracting from their experience
(sign, level .0536).

Visitors who were aware of the eagle

concentration prior to their arrival also were less likely
to perceive restrictions as detracting from their experience
(sign, level .0138).

Visitors who were aware of the park's

bald eagle research program were less likely to perceive
restrictions as detracting from their experience
(sign, level .0059).

Additionally, visitors who encountered

a naturalist (sign, level .0296) or accompanied a naturalist
to the observation blind (sign, level .0168) were less
likely to perceive restrictions as detracting from their
experience.

A Spearman's rank correlation coefficient was used to
test the interval level eagle knowledge score against the
dependent variable.

A correlation of -.075 (sign, level

.070) was found, indicating that as knowledge about eagle
biology and ecology increased, the effect of restrictions
tended to be more positive (negative correlation because of
scale construction).
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Interestingly, when the seventh independent variable,
the amount of times the visitor had been to the park, was
tested against the dependent variable, the data suggested
contradictory results.

Using the two extremes of the

ordinal level independent variable, one to three visits and
oyer twelve visits, a Mann-Whitney Test indicated that
visitors who had made more trips tended to be more likely to
perceive restrictions as detracting from their experience
(sign, level .1403).

Additional evidence supporting this

relationship was found when the variables were contrasted
against each other using Spearman's rho:
.151 (sign, level .003).

a correlation of

This relationship, although weak,

is opposite of the one hypothesized.

Thus, there appears to be evidence that the impact of
restrictions is partly influenced by the amount of knowledge
a visitor has about the setting.

People most likely to

perceive restrictions as detracting from their experience
are those who have little information and perhaps do not
know what to expect, and those with a great amount of
experience, who perhaps have witnessed a change in the
amount of social control within the setting, or feel they
have internalized the appropriate behavior and do not need
to be told what to do.
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Hypothesis 2 - Visitors to the park who perceive that
they have adequate information concerning where and why
restrictions exist during the eagle concentration will be
more likely to perceive management restrictions as
necessary.

To test this hypothesis a cross-tabulation and
Chi-sguare test was performed on the nominal level variables
(Table 12).

Although the proportion perceiving restrictions

as unnecessary (or unsure) was minimal, visitors were more
likely to perceive restrictions in this manner if they felt
the level of information was insufficient.

Perceptions of

the adequacy of information seem to be a factor in
acceptance of restrictions.

Hypothesis 2. - Visitors to the park who perceive that
they have adequate information concerning where and why
restrictions exist during the eagle concentration will be
less likely to perceive management restrictions as
detracting from their experience.

A Mann-Whitney Test was used to test this hypothesis,
and partial support was found (Table 13).

Visitors who felt

there was adequate information available concerning where
restrictions existed were less likely to perceive
restrictions as detracting from their experience
(sign, level .2499).

Those visitors who felt there was
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Table 12.

Associations of Adequacy of Information and Perceptions
of the Necessity of Management Restrictions.

A. Are closures necessary cross-tabulated with adequacy of information
concerning where closures exist.
Adequate info, where?
Necessary?
yes
no or unsure
TOTALS

no

Ies
%

n

%

316

91.9

42

77.8

28

8.1

12

22.2

344

100.0

54

100.0

n

chi-square = 8.74 with 1 d.f.; significance = .0031
Are closures necessary cross-tabulated with adequacy of ii
concerning why closures exist.
Adequate info. why?
Necessary?
yes
no of unsure
TOTALS

yes

no

n

%

n

%

300

93.8

57

74.0

57

6.2

20

26.0

357

100.0

77

100.0

chi-square = 24.52 with 1 d.f.; significance = .0000
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enough information concerning why restrictions existed also
were likely to feel this way (sign, level .0943).

Knowing

why seems to have more affect than knowing where.

Table 13.

Associations of Adequacy of Information and Perceptions
of the Effect of Management Restrictions.

Mann-Whitney Tests on Perceptions of Effect:
n

mean rank

336

192.17

50

202.47

U_

1-tail prob

Adequate information
concerning where?
yes
no

10,123.5

.2499

10,599.0

.0943

386
Adequate information
concerning why?
yes

310

189.69

no

75

206.68

385
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Hypothesis ± - Visitors who desire to realize outcomes
in the "Relationship with Nature" domain will be more likely
to perceive management restrictions as necessary.

Two sub-dimensions of the "Relationship with Nature"
domain were tested using the Learn About Nature Scale and
the General Nature Experience Scale.

Interestingly, more

support for the hypothesis was found using the General
Nature Experience Scale, suggesting that the sub-dimensions
within a domain may be measures of slightly different
expectations.

Two techniques were used to test the hypothesis (Table
14).

The first involved dividing visitors into two groups,

dependent on if they rated the composite scale as being not
at all or slightly important, or very or extremely
important.

Thus, extreme scale responses were tested.

The

effectiveness of this technique is jeopardized by the skewed
distribution of responses and the number of visitors
sampled:

as previously noted very few visitors rated either

of the two scales in this domain as being of little
importance.

A crosstabulation and Chi-square test was

performed against the scale extremes and visitors who felt
restrictions were necessary, or felt they were not or were
unsure.

Results from the contrast with the General Nature

Experience Scale indicated that visitors who rated this
sub-dimension as important were more likely to perceive
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Table 14.

A.

Associations of the "Relationship with Nature" Domain and
Perceptions of the Necessity of Management Restrictions.

Learn About Nature sub-dimension extremes cross-tabulated with
are closures necessary.
Learn About Nature Extremes
not at all or
slightly important
n
%

Necessary?

very or extremely
important
n
%

yes
no or unsure
TOTALS

27
2
29

93.1
6.9
100.0

175
16
191

chi-square = .07 with 1 d.f .;

significance = .7664

91.6
8.4
100.0

General Nature Experience sub-dimension extremes cross-tabulated
with are closures necessary.
General Nature Experience Extremes

yes
no or unsure
TOTALS

17
4
21

chi-square = 3.46 with 1 d.f.;
C.

very or extremely
important
n
%

not at all or
slightly important
n
%

Necessary?

249
20
269

81.0
19.0
100.0

92.6
7.4
100.0

significance = .0629

Mann-Whitney Test on the Learn About Nature sub-dimension.
H mean rank

]J

1-tail prob.

Are restrictions necessary?
yes
no or unsure

D.

349
38
387

195.78
177.67

6,010.5

.1689

Mann-Whitney Test on the General Nature Experience sub-dimension.
mean rank

U.

1-tail prob.

Are restrictions necessary?
yes
no or unsure

347
38
385

196.86
157.76

5,254.0

.0173
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management restrictions as necessary (sign, level .0629).

A second technique offered greater support for the
hypothesis.

Mann-Whitney Tests indicated that visitors who

attached more importance to the Learn About Nature Scale
were more likely to perceive management restrictions as
necessary (sign, level .1689), as were visitors who attached
more importance to the General Nature Experience Scale
(sign, level .0173).

Hypothesis jj. - Visitors who desire to realize outcomes
in the "Relationship with Nature" domain will be less likely
to perceive management restrictions as detracting from their
experience.

Spearman's rank correlation coefficients lend support
to this hypothesis (Table 15).

The Learn About Nature

sub-dimension had a correlation of -.106 (sign, level .019)
and the General Nature Experience sub-dimension had a
correlation of -.114 (sign, level .014) with the dependent
variable (negative correlations because of scale
construction).

In other words, the more importance a

visitor attached to these two sub-dimensions of the
"Relationship with Nature" domain, the more likely were
perceptions that restrictions enhance the experience.

Thus,

it appears that the importance attached to some outcomes
influences the effect of restrictions on experiences.
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Table 15.

Associations of the "Relationship with Nature" Domain and
Perceptions of the Effect of Management Restrictions.
(Spearman's rho correlations and significance levels)
Effect of
management
restrictions

Learn About Nature sub-dimension

-.106
(.019)
n = 379

General Nature Experience sub-dimension

-.114
(.014)
n = 377

Hypothesis £ - Visitors who desire to realize outcomes
in the "Leadership/Autonomy" domain will be less likely to
perceive management restrictions as necessary.

The sub-dimension of interest in this domain was tested
using the Independence/Autonomy Scale.

Very few visitors

attached importance to this sub-dimension, similar to but
opposite from the situation encountered when testing the
scales in the "Relationship with Nature" domain.

Both the

techniques used previously, a Chi-square test on extreme
responses and a Mann-Whitney Test failed to support the
hypothesis (Table 16).
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Table 16.

A.

Associations of the "Leadership/Autonomy" Domain and
Perceptions of the Necessity of Management Restrictions.

Independence/Autonomy sub-dimension extremes cross-tabulated
with are closures necessary.
Independence/Autonomy Extremes
not at all or
slightly important
n
%

Necessary?
yes

155

90.1

33

94.3

17

9.9

2

5.7

172

100.0

35

100.0

no or unsure
TOTALS

chi-square = .61 with 1 d.f.;
B.

very or extremely
important
n
%

significance = .4361

Mann-Whitney Test on the Independence/Autonomy sub-dimension.
H mean rank

l[

1-tail prob.

Are restrictions necessary?
yes

338

186.42

no or unsure

_33^

181.71

5,435.5

.4039

371

This failure might be due to the small number of
visitors who expected to be in control of their experience
and the multiplicity of expectations visitors probably
possessed.

The few visitors who attached importance to this

scale were perhaps also likely to feel outcomes in the
"Relationship with Nature" domain were important, thus

Page 53
counterbalancing or overpowering any affect.

To investigate

if this indeed was the situation, a K-Means cluster analysis
of cases (Dixon 1981) was performed on the visitors to group
them into one of four clusters according to their responses
on the five composite scales or sub-dimensions (Figure 4).
Four clusters were chosen as the appropriate number because,
after investigation of other possibilities, it was felt that
four groups maximized the differences between clusters.
Results indicate that the "Relationship with Nature"
sub-domains tended to receive high importance ratings in all
four groups.

The group of visitors who attached importance

to the Independence/Autonomy Scale (Group 1) also rated the
"Relationship with Nature" sub-domains as important.

Hypothesis 2 - Visitors who desire to realize outcomes
in the "Leadership/Autonomy" domain will be more likely to
perceive management restrictions as detracting from their
experience.

This hypothesis was also unsupported (Table 17).
Similar to the tests of Hypothesis 6, this failure was
probably due to the multiplicity of expectations visitors
probably possessed.
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Figure 4.

Visitor Groups Identified by Experience Expectation Scales.

extremely 6 ••

very 5

<11

moderately 4"

<0

So

Q_

E

somewhat

slightly

3"

2 "

not at all 1 "
4-

General
Nature
Experience

Learn
About
Nature

Group 1

n = 93

Group 2

n = 138

Group 3

n = 114

Group 4

n = 88

Privacy

Escape
Pressures

Independence/
Autonomy
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Table 17.

Associations of the "Leadership/Autonomy" Domain and
Perceptions of the Effect of Management Restrictions.
(Spearman's rho correlations and significance levels)
Effect of
management
restrictions

Independence/Autonomy sub-dimension

-.032
(.269)
n = 364

gummary s£ Tests ol Hypotheses
Support was found for five of the seven research hypotheses:

Hypothesis:

Support:

1 - Knowledge/Experience on Effect

Yes

2 - Information on Necessity

Yes

3 - Information on Effect
4 - Relationship with Nature

Partial
Yes

on Necessity
5 - Relationship with Nature

Yes

on Effect
6 - Leadership/Autonomy

None

on Necessity
7 - Leadership/Autonomy
on Effect

None

CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

Summary
Visitor perceptions of restrictions on their behavior
appear to be influenced by information.

Visitors with more

knowledge about the setting are more likely to perceive
restrictions as enhancing their experience.

Knowing "where"

and "why" closures apply affected visitors' feelings about
the necessity of restrictions, and perceptions of the effect
of restrictions.

These results suggest the importance of an

interpretive program as a compliment to management actions
that attempt to influence visitor behavior.

Perceptions of management restrictions were also
affected by the importance visitors attached to certain
dimensions of their experience.

Visitors who desired to

interact with a natural setting were more likely to perceive
regimentation as goal facilitation, and thus were more
likely to feel restrictions were necessary and an
enhancement to their experience.

There appears to be overwhelming visitor approval of
the current level of restrictions on visitor behavior.
Interpretation of these results must be made in light of the
particular circumstances, the visitors that come to the
eagle concentration and the general nature of the
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restrictions they encounter.

Visitors to the concentration are unique in many
aspects.

As individuals, they are highly motivated and

educated.

Thus, they are perhaps more receptive to the

information and appeals that accompany restrictions.

As a

group, they are united by many similar interests and
expectations.

Visitors to a national park generally have

expectations for some degree of social control.
self-selection has probably occurred.

A

Current visitors are

likely to view management actions as acceptable.

Beyond

being national park visitors, these visitors are joined by
the shared goal of viewing bald eagles.

Restrictions

involve the control of inappropriate behavior, and goal
homogeneity lessons the likelihood of conflict between
restrictions and behavior.

The particular nature of the restrictions is also
unique.

The restrictions involve the protection of an

endangered species, one that also happens to be a national
symbol.

In a study done by Kellert (1979), the general

public overwhelmingly favored protecting the bald eagle,
even if that protection resulted in higher costs for the
public.

Rarely do recreational restrictions have more

visible rationale and benefits than they do during the eagle
concentration.

The restrictions visibly facilitate two

goals- held by the majority of visitors, protection of bald
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eagles and protection of the opportunity to view them.

The

management restrictions are also relatively benign and
innocuous.

Visitors incur very small costs and receive

rather large rewards.

In effect, the management restrictions during the eagle
concentration may represent one extreme of a spectrum of
possible situations involving regimentation of visitor
behavior.

Interpretation of these results should be made in

this context.

Caution should be exercised in other

situations that involve different visitors and restrictions.

Definitions of recreation often emphasize concepts of
freedom of choice and internal locus of control (Levy 1978).
Results of this study indicate that the importance of these
components to the recreation experience may be limited for
some recreationists in some settings.

The significance of

freedom of choice may be confined to the liberty to choose
from among a multitude of recreation opportunities.

Many

recreationists who choose a national park possess an
awareness that a consequence of this selection will be
regimentation of their behavior, and a limitation of
subsequent appropriate choices within that setting.

Many of

these recreationists perceive this social control as
facilitating their chosen experience.

Thus, the importance
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of internal locus of control may be counterbalanced by the
perceived benefits of management restrictions, and be a
function of the opportunity.

This study used Driver's (1977) scales to measure
visitor expectations for different dimensions of their
experience.

The utility of this technique has recently been

the topic of discussion among some researchers.

Schreyer,

Knopf and Williams (1985) have expressed the opinion that
knowledge of motive scores has not demonstrated a capacity
to predict either behavioral or environmental choices.

They

maintain that the products of recreation participation are
not the experience domains measured by Driver, but rather
are general states such as "having fun." They feel these
scales measure learned patterns of response instead of true
motivations for recreation participation.

This study suggests a plausible defense for the use of
motivation scales.

To the extent that management objectives

can be expressed in terms of these scales, they can be used
to assess the level of congruity between these objectives
and visitor expectations.

For example, the mandate of the

National Park Service in general, and Glacier Park in
particular, implies management for nature appreciation.

The

fact that an overwhelming majority of visitors to the eagle
concentration expect to realize outcomes in Driver's
"Relationship with Nature" domain suggests realistic
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expectations.

Knowledge of the relationship between

management objectives and visitor expectations may be of
value for management decisions.

Further, there is value in understanding the
relationship between visitor motivations and visitor
perceptions of management actions.

For example, if the

visitors who react most negatively to restrictions are those
who attach less importance to the experiences identified as
management objectives, the impact of these actions can be
evaluated in this light.

If a purpose of Glacier Park is

nature appreciation, and the visitors who attach importance
to this experience perceive restrictions as enhancing their
experience and are willing to walk farther to view eagles,
this has implications for the location of parking
facilities.

A related issue with regards to the expectation scales
was the failure to detect an association between the few
visitors who attached importance to the Independence/
Autonomy sub-dimension and the effect of management
restrictions on experiences.

Perhaps the items used to

assess this experience expectation could have been written
to more accurately reflect the type of social control
present during the bald eagle concentration, thus achieving
a higher degree of sensitivity to differences.

The failure

may also be partly due to the manner in which the items were
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presented to the respondents.

Perhaps instead of rating the

importance of each item in turn and in isolation they could
have been introduced in a fashion that allowed a direct
contrast with other expectations.

For example, a scale

might measure the level of agreement to the following
statement:

"being able to walk wherever I wish is more

important than enjoying the smells and sounds of nature."

The Regimentation of Behavior Model (Figure 1) was a
useful tool.

I feel it adequately portrays some of the

linkages hypothesisized and supported by this study.
Further research along these lines might be directed towards
expanding the model to include the external effects of
regimentation.

Are the desired results, or management

objectives, being achieved?

To what extent do visitors'

perceptions influence this effectiveness?

I believe that

successful modification of visitor behavior is largely a
function of these perceptions.

A situation where the

rationale and benefits associated with regulation are
perhaps less visible, such as a distance requirement between
campsites and water, might be good a opportunity to
investigate these relationships.

A research design that

incorporates both participant observation and a visitor
survey might be necessary.
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In conclusion, I wish to make a few comments on the
value of sociological research in National Parks.

In many

parks the research focus has been oriented toward an
understanding of the natural relationships important for
their maintenance.

Very few individuals would attempt to

dispute the value of this baseline information to successful
management.

However, with the Park Service's dual mandate,

I feel a case should be made for baseline information
concerning visitor characteristics and perceptions.
Visitors' enjoyment is a function of their perceptions.
Understanding these perceptions is integral to proper
management.

Providing this understanding is a role that

timely and innovative recreation research can accomplish.
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VISITOR REGISTRATION CARD
Group Size:
Group Type:

Alone

Family

Family & Friends

Friends
Club

Please print the complete name, mailing address and age of each person in your
party who is 16 years old or older.
PLEASE PRINT
NAME

STREET ADDRESS

CITY

STATE

ZIP

AGE

APPENDIX B
First Cover Letter

J^University
%S# of Montana

pa9e

Missoula, Montana 59812

School of Forestry

Dear Visitor:
As you may know, the School of Forestry at the University of Montana
is conducting a study of visitors to Glacier National Park.
Our study involves a look at visitor use patterns — what areas and
services people use in the park — as well as an investigation of recreational
experience satisfaction. You have been randomly selected for participation
in this study and we certainly appreciate your gracious cooperation.
Attached is a questionnaire which will take about 10-15 minutes to
complete. Your responses will not only help us in our work, but may also
be used in making overall decisions concerning management of recreation
opportunities. Please be assured that your responses will be tabulated in
such a manner that no one individual can be identified. After you have
completed the questionnaire, enclose it in the postpaid envelope and drop
it in any convenient mailbox.
If you have any questions concerning this study, please contact us.
Sincerely

Stephen F. McCool
Professor

Jeffrey Frost
Research Assistant
sp

Enclosures

Equal Opportunity in Education and Employment

APPENDIX C
Reminder Postcard

Page

Dear Park Visitor:
Several days ago we mailed you a questionnaire about
your opinions concerning use and management of Glacier
National Park. The success of the study is dependent upon
responses of participants such as you.
We appreciate your cooperation in the study and look
forward to receiving your completed questionnaire.
Sincerely
J I IILCI C Ijf j
•^ftephenT. McCool
Professor

APPENDIX D
Second Cover Letter

'diversity
ol Montana
Missoula, Montana 59812

School of Forestry

Dear Visitor:
Several weeks ago we sought your cooperation in a study of visitors
to Glacier National Park. As of this day, we have not yet received your
completed questionnaire.
The study involves such questions as why people visit Glacier, how
they feel it should be managed, what made their visit a satisfactory or
unsatisfactory one, and the recreational activities visitors pursue during
their trip. Because only a limited number of individuals have been included
in the study, your cooperation is important to the success of it.
Enclosed is another copy of the questionnaire in the event you have
misplaced the original. Please take a few minutes to complete the ques
tionnaire within the next several days. Place it in the stamped, selfaddressed envelope and drop in any convenient mailbox. Your help is greatly
appreciated.
Thank you.
Sincerely,

Stephen F. McCool
Professor

jerrrey i-rost
Research Assistant
sp
Enclosure

Equal Opportunity in Education and Employment

APPENDIX E
Glacier Park Visitor Survey Questionnaire

GLACIER PARK
VISITOR

SURVEY

School of Forestry
University of Montana

UNIVERSITY OF MONTANA
School of Forestry
Missoula, Montana 59812
Glacier Park Visitor Survey
Please answer all questions as they relate to your most recent visit
to Glacier National Park.

1.

Was this your first visit to Glacier?
1

YES

(if yes, please go to Question 2)

2

NO

(if no, please answer the following)

a)

2.

Including your recent visit, about how many times have you
visited Glacier? (Circle one number)
1

ONE TO THREE VISITS

3

EIGHT TO TWELVE VISITS

2

FOUR TO SEVEN VISITS

4

OVER TWELVE VISITS

About how long was your visit to Glacier?

(Circle one number)

1.

UNDER ONE HOUR (please go to Question 3)

2.

ONE TO FOUR HOURS (please go to Question 3)

3.

FOUR HOURS TO ONE DAY (please go to Question 3)

4.

LONGER THAN ONE DAY (please answer the following)
a)

3.

(Circle one number)

If your visit was longer than one day, where did you spend
the night? (Circle one number)
1

AT HOME

4

CAMPGROUND OUTSIDE PARK

2

AT MOTEL

5

WITH FRIENDS/RELATIVES

3

APGAR/SPRAGUE CR.

6

OTHER (specify)

During your recent visit, what type of group were you with?
(Circle one number)
1

ALONE

4

FAMILY & FRIENDS

2

FAMILY

5

CLUB OR ORGANIZED GROUP (specify)

3

FRIENDS

4.

5.

About how many people were in your group including yourself?
(Circle one number)
1

ONE OR TWO

4

SEVEN TO TEN

2

THREE TO FOUR

5

ELEVEN OR MORE

3

FIVE TO SIX

Prior to your recent visit, were you aware of the fall bald eagle
concentration in Glacier? (Circle one number)
1

NO

2

YES (if yes, please answer the following)
a)

b)

6.

7.

(if no, please go to Question 6)
Was the primary purpose of your visit to view bald eagles?
(Circle one number)
1

NO

2

YES

How did you know about the eagle concentration?
(Circle all that apply)
1

FROM PREVIOUS VISITS TO GLACIER DURING A CONCENTRATION

2

FROM TELEVISION AND/OR RADIO

3

FROM NEWSPAPER AND/OR MAGAZINE ARTICLES

4

FROM FRIENDS OR RELATIVES

5

OTHER (specify)

During your trip, what areas of Glacier did you visit?
(Circle all that apply)
1

EAGLE VIEWING AREAS (Apgar area)

2

TRAIL OF THE CEDARS

3

AVALANCHE LAKE

4

LOGAN PASS

5

OTHER

a)

b)

(specify)

About how many people did you see in Glacier on this visit?
(Circle one number)
1

UNDER 10 PEOPLE

4

OVER 100 PEOPLE

2

10 TO 40 PEOPLE

5

DO NOT REMEMBER

3

41 TO 100 PEOPLE

How did you feel about the number of people you saw?

(Circle one number)

1

SAW WAY TOO FEW

5

SAW WAY TOO MANY

2

SAW TOO FEW

6

DID NOT MATTER TO ME ONE WAY OR ANOTHER

3

ABOUT RIGHT

7

DO NOT REMEMBER

4

SAW TOO MANY

8.

9.

How did you feel about the number of vehicles you saw or heard in
Glacier on this visit? (Circle one number)
1

SAW WAY TOO FEW

5

SAW WAY TOO MANY

2

SAW TOO FEW

6

DID NOT MATTER TO ME ONE WAY OR ANOTHER

3

ABOUT RIGHT

7

DO NOT REMEMBER

4

SAW TOO MANY

Did you hear any human caused noise (saws, automobiles, generators, etc.)
in the eagle viewing area on this visit? (Circle one number)
1

NO

(if no, please go to Question 10)

2

YES (if yes, please answer the following)
a)

Briefly describe the noise you heard.

b)

How did you feel about this noise?

(Circle one number)

1 I WAS NOT DISTURBED BY THE NOISE
2 I WAS DISTURBED BY THE NOISE
DID NOT MATTER TO ME ONE WAY OR ANOTHER

4

DO NOT REMEMBER

Each person has many individual reasons for visiting a National Park.
Below is a list of reasons given by recreationists for their visits.
Try to recall how important EACH of the following reasons was to you
in your most recent visit to Glacier.

I visited Glacier
for the opportunity:

_
«— -Ml
*3 Cl
Of
+•> 4->
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+-> Ql
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Check the appropriate box
>>
slightly
Important

10.

3

to observe the scenic beauty

( )

( )

for a chance to be on my own

( )

C )

to be in a natural setting

( )

( )

to give me a chance to think
for myself

( )

( )

to experience the tranquility
here

( . )

( )

so I could do things with my
companions

( )

( )

to enjoy the smells and
sounds of nature

( )

( )

10.

Continued

Check the appropriate box

& fO

I visited Glacier
for the opportunity:
so I could do something
creative such as sketch,
take photographs, etc.
to be at a place where
I can make my own decisions
to get away from other people
to understand the natural
world better
so my mind could move at a
slower pace
to be with and observe other
people using the area
to learn about nature
to get away from the
responsibilities of my everyday
life for a while
for the solitude
for a chance to have control
over things
to be with others who enjoy
the same things I do
to help reduce or release
some built-up tensions

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

11.

How well do each of the following statements describe your
feelings about your recent visit?
Please check one box for each statement

Ol O)

This visit was better
than any other visit
to a National Park
I remember.

( )

(

)

( )

( )

(

)

( )

( )

This visit was better
than any other outdoor
recreation experience
I remember.

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

This visit was so good
I would like to do it
again.

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

In order to more adequately manage Glacier Park, we are interested in
learning about your experience during the bald eagle concentration.
12.

During the bald eagle concentration, Glacier Park implements several
restrictions, such as closing some areas to visitors. Were you
aware of these restrictions? (Circle one number)
1

NO

2

YES (if yes, please answer the following)
a)

b)

c)

(if no, please go to Question 13)
Do you feel there is adequate information available
concerning WHERE these closures exist? (Circle one number)
1

YES

2

NO

Do you feel there is adequate information available
concerning WHY these closures exist? (Circle one number)
1

YES

2

NO

In your opinion, are these closures necessary?
1

YES

2

NO

3

UNSURE

Why do you feel this way?

(Circle one number)

12.

Continued
d)

13.

How did these restrictions or closures affect your experience?
(Circle one number)
1

RESTRICTIONS GREATLY ADDED TO MY EXPERIENCE

2

RESTRICTIONS SOMEWHAT ADDED TO MY EXPERIENCE

3

RESTRICTIONS DID NOT ADD TO NOR DETRACT FROM MY EXPERIENCE

4

RESTRICTIONS SOMEWHAT DETRACTED FROM MY EXPERIENCE

5

RESTRICTIONS GREATLY DETRACTED FROM MY EXPERIENCE

Are you aware of the Park Service's bald eagle research program?
(Circle one number)
1

NO

(if no, please go to Question 14)

2

YES (if yes,

please answer the following)

a) How do you feel about this research program?

b) As part of this research program, the number of bald eagles is
monitored through the use of weekly canoe floats down
McDonald Creek. How do you feel about this?

14.

Did you encounter any Park Service naturalists during your visit?
(Circle one number)
1

NO

(if no, go to Question 15)

2

YES (if yes, please answer the following)
a) Were the naturalists helpful in answering any questions you
may have had? (Circle one number)
1

YES

2

NO

3 I DID NOT ASK ANY QUESTIONS
b) Did the encounter add to or detract from your experience?
(Circle one number)
1

ADDED TO MY EXPERIENCE

2

DETRACTED FROM MY EXPERIENCE

3

NEITHER ADDED TO NOR DETRACTED FROM MY EXPERIENCE

15.

16.

Duringyour recent visit, about how many bald eagles did you see? (Circle
one number)
1

NONE

4

ELEVEN TO THIRTY

2

ONE TO THREE

5

OVER THIRTY

3

FOUR TO TEN

6

DO NOT REMEMBER

During your bald eagle viewing, did you accompany a Park Service naturalist
to the observation blind? (Circle one number)
1

NO

(if no, please go to Question 17)

2

YES (if yes, please answer the following)
a) Was the viewing better at the blind than at the bridge? (Circle one
number)
1

YES

2

NO

b) Did the trip to the blind add to or detract from your experience?
(Circle one number)

17.

1

ADDED TO MY EXPERIENCE

2

DETRACTED FROM MY EXPERIENCE

3

NEITHER ADDED TO NOR DETRACTED FROM MY EXPERIENCE

We are interested in your knowledge about bald eagle behavior. Please
indicate whether you feel each of the following statements is basically
true, basically false, or if you are unsure by checking the appropriate
box.
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Bald eagles are an endangered species

( )

( )

( )

Bald eagles concentrate in Glacier throughout the
year

( )

( )

( )

Bald eagles concentrate in Glacier because of the
abundance of salmon

( )

( )

( )

Bald eagles generally arrive in Glacier from the
north

( )

( )

( )

Bald eagles generally travel north after leaving
Glacier

( )

( )

( )

Golden eagles are as numerous as bald eages during
the eagle concentration

( )

( )

( )

The salmon in McDonald Creek were introduced by man
and are not native to Glacier

()()()

18.

a) Currently, visitors to eagle viewing areas are required to park their
vehicles at Apgar. How do you feel about the distance you were required
to walk to view bald eagles? (Circle one number)
1

WAY TOO SHORT

4

TOO FAR

2

TOO SHORT

5

WAY TOO FAR

3

ABOUT RIGHT

b) If it is necessary to move the parking lot to offer the eagles
additional protection, how much further would you be willing to walk?
(Circle one number)

19.

1

NO FURTHER

3

UP TO 1/2 MILE

2

UP TO 1/4 MILE

4

MORE THAN 1/2 MILE

Listed below are several statements about closures in Glacier Park during
the bald eagle concentration. Circle the letter beside the ONE statement
which most nearly matches your own personal feeling.
A. IT IS ABSOLUTELY NECESSARY THAT ALL AREAS USED BY BALD EAGLES BE
CLOSED TO VISITORS
8. GENERALLY, IT WOULD BE PREFERABLE TO CLOSE AREAS WHERE THE PRESENCE
OF VISITORS WOULD NEGATIVELY IMPACT BALD EAGLES
C. IT IS HARD TO DECIDE WHETHER AREAS SHOULD BE CLOSED OR NOT
D. GENERALLY, IT WOULD BE PREFERABLE IF VISITORS WERE ALLOWED TO VIEW
BALD EAGLES WHEREVER THEY WISH
E. IT IS ABSOLUTELY NECESSARY THAT VISITORS BE ALLOWED TO VIEW BALD EAGLES
WHEREVER THEY WISH

20.

Are there any additional services or interpretative programs you would like
to see added?
1

NO

2

YES (if yes, please list)

BACKGROUND INFORMATION
Finally, we have a few questions about you personally which provide
information useful in management. Remember, you will not be identified with
your answers, so please be frank.
21.

What is your present age?

22.

What best describes the area in which you live? (Circle one number)

23.

1

LARGE CITY OVER ONE MILLION PEOPLE

2

MEDIUM CITY 50,000 TO ONE MILLION PEOPLE

3

SMALL CITY 5,000 TO 50,000 PEOPLE

4

TOWN 1,000 to 5,000 PEOPLE

5

RURAL

6

FARM OR RANCH

What is the highest level of education you have completed so far? (Circle
one number)
1

2

3 4 5 6
ELEMENTARY

7

8

9 10 11 12
HIGH SCHOOL

13

14 15 16
COLLEGE

16+

24.

What is your occupation? (Please indicate what kind of work you do, not
for whom you work. If you are a homemaker, student, or retired, please
so indicate.)

25.

Do you have any additional comments or suggests on how to improve the
management of this park? Any general comments?

PLEASE PLACE YOUR COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE IN THE STAMPED, SELF-ADDRESSED
ENVELOPE PROVIDED AND DROP IN ANY CONVENIENT MAILBOX.
THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP.
Glacier National Park
and
School of Forestry
University of Montana

